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In recent months there has been considerable debate in both the
Executive and Légis]ative branches on how best to spend the most generous
allowance of monies for shipbuilding which the Congress has appropriated
since World War II. The fact that there was so much debate has under-
scored the uncertainty in goverhment as to what the U.S. Navy will be
expected to do in coming decades. This paper briefly examines the major
considerations in predicting the future role of the navy and suggests a
shipbuilding program which will ensure that the Navy's role can be
fulfilled.

Two factors are predominant in determining those tasks which the
Navy may be called upon to perform and which it will be capable of
performing:

(1) The politico-military environment in which the United States
and her allies must function, and

(2) the technological advances which inexorably alter the conduct

of warfare.

I

Politico-Military Environment

The first characteristic of the politico-military environment is
strategic nuclear balance. Naval contributions to U.S. strategic nuclear
forces will continue to demand the highest priority. Since the naval
strategic program is a part of a tri-service force, limited by inter-
national agreement, and Customarily considered separately from other
naval shipbuilding programs, it will not be considered in detail in this

paper.
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The second po11t1ca1 1mperat1ve is to ma1nta1n the trad1t1ona1
c]ose relat1onsh1p b%tween the Un1ted Stateg aqd Western;Europe
M111tar11y, the defense of Western Europe must rank next among the
United States' concerns wh1le most thinking on the Namﬁts role in
Europe . foresees a cont1nued need for both*nava] prOJect1on of power
ashore and for sea control, 1tlis popularly contended that sea control
would not be 1mportant in a NATO conflict because any war with the
Soviets in Europe would be short and therefore resupply unnecessary. We
must recall with concern that a short war was also predicted in both
1914 and 1939. Those contentions were wrong.  However, even in a short

war, some critical goods must start flowing very early, particularly if

' inadequate war supplies are stockpiled as is the case today in Europe.

In any major NATO conflict, sea control requirements would dominate
those of projection, also because neither naval tactical air nor amphi-
bious projection figure prominently in NATO's concept for the defense of
Europe. Unless it is perceived that the U.S. Navy continues to be capable
of waging an effective sea control campaign in a long war against growing
Soviet naval strength, our allies may understandably question Ehe
credibility of our capability to support them. Even worse, the Soviet
Union might perceive the naval balance as being sufficiently in their
favor to permit them to risk testing us at sea.

In sum, for support of NATO and Europe, the U.S. Navy must be
prepared

° To employ such projection assets as it has, but not neces-

sarily to program specifically for that purpose;
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° To conduct successful sea control operations by direct support
of naval forces and limited convoys in a short war;

° To conduct successful sustained sea control operations in a
long war by means of both direct support of specific resupply
and reinforcement shipping and by progressive attrition opera-
tions to wear down the overall enemy threat over time.

° To foster the perception that we possess the capability to
achieve a requisite level of sea control over both the long
and short term.

A third demand of the political environment will be to safeguard
United State's interests in parts of the world outside Europe. The
probability that the United States will need to use military force in-
support of fofeign policy is increasing, particularly in the developing
nations. In many newly independent nations, the rapidly evolving
national political structure and growing economic aspirations often lack
adequate economic underpinnings. In such circumstances, the shift from
colonial control to national independence can result in economic and
political commitments which in themselves constitute a new form of
dependence. Such dependence may seem antithetical to nationalist objec-
tives and can create regidna] turmoil. When the virtually unique
circumstances surrounding each emerging nation's quest for a place in

the sun is combined with the heightened potential for interference

debouched by OPEC wealth, the current vogue for terrorism, and the

jg activities of new regional pressure blocs in the United Nations, being

i ready to support our.foreign interests militarilyappears prudent. Such
interests include:

;;i ° Ensuring access to raw materials,

,g' ° Protecting special interests in Central and South America,

5 ° Preventing regional power balance disturbances in areas like

the Middle East and Asia from upsetting the global balance of

power.
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"on—Eurepean wor]d we can not overlook th@
1;In fact the sav%

b 1n$dequate to th1$ asp1rat1on as is its d1p1omat1c ompetence, éi
Soviet setback in Egypt. However, the Soviets are not going to be
denied a global military capability through their expanding military
airlift capacity, merchant marine and naval fprces. It will be in our
interests to be prepared to manage this military component of Soviet
global policy. Not to do so, and it is much more within our capability
than theirs to wield global mi]itary'power, would simply assist their
overcoming their economic and diplomatic weaknesses to our detriment.
Moreover, while our defense posture in Europe is of higher consequence
to us than that anywhere else, the probability of the Soviets initiating
military hostilities against NATO are low. Their estimate of our readi-
ness'to'respond elsewhere will be a major determinant of how aggres-
sively they act, with consequent danger of our being forced into an
unwanted confronfation.

To support its non-European interests, the United Stétes must be
able to move power quickly to areas of concern. If both superpowers

become directly involved in the same political event, the first to

arrive on the scene with military force may preclude the other from
bringing force to bear lest there be a direct confrontation over an
jssue that is less than vital to either. For instance, if the Lebanon crisis

of 1958 were re-enacted today, whichever went ashore first, the
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Be1ng there f1rst'means e1ther possess1ng large nqmbers of un1ts that

ﬁ;U5§$S”t§a§P§§“vfGSP0"d rap1d1y In e1ther fase: the:navy gas tb”
- Potent1a] for access, for rema1n1ng on- stat1on and for protect1ng gradua-ﬁf
ted power. That-power may be either the capab1]1ty to exerc1se sea :
control through a blockade or by breaking a blockade; or it may be the
ability to project power from the sea to the shore with tactical air
strikes, amphibious assault, gunfire or aerial. reconnaissance. In short,
for non-European applications of naval power, large numbers of ships for
both sea control and power projection are needed. How much of which

ship types will be needed is in large part a function of what technology

will permit in the decades ahead.
I11

Technological Trends

The major technological issue in the sea control task is whether
the vulnerability of surface ships decreases by having large numbers of
‘ smaller, less capable, less expensive ships or small numbers of larger,
;gé "~ very capable, expensive ships. Two fundamental facts inc]iﬁe the

argument toward larger numbers of modestly capable ships. First, a

ship's ability to defend itself does not generally improve in proportion
to increasing size and cost. There are exceptions, of course, where a

i( specific capability which can be incorporated in a larger ship could
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not have been}physica]]y accommodated in a smaller one. However, many
technological trends are making this kind of limitation less likely
because greater miniaturization of equipment, particularly when combined
with greater individual weapon accuracy, permits ships to be smaller,
1ighter; and cheaper. One exception is the technology of nuclear power.
The fact that nuclear power technology has not decreased in cost demands
that this highty desirable form of naval propulsion be carefully weighed
against the number of conventionally powered units which could be bought
with the same money.

Second, developments like - Precision Guided Munitions (PGMs),
nuclear-powered submarines, anti-ship missiles, and satellites tend to
favor the sea denial role more than the sea control role. A sea control
war of atfrition will entail losses for which only replacements will
restore the balance. If nuclear weapons are employed at sea, sea denial
forces would have an even greater advantage in their favor and the use
of tactical nuclear weapons at sea is becoming more rather than less
probable. The increase in the probability that a single weapon will
ki1l because it is nuclear, or even precision-guided, tends to make a
"syrgical" strike more easily possible. This, in turn, lowers the
threshold at which such a weapon will be used. The larger, the more
expensive, the more irreplaceable a ship is, the more it represents a
"must" target. If the enemy feels capable of eliminating a large seg-
ment of our military prestige and power individually, perﬁaps to make an
isolated foreign policy point, the more he is encouraged to do so by
crossing the nuclear threshold in a single, closely contained action --

perhaps at sea only. No single ship can be so important either as a
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fraction of a nation's military strength or as an object of that nation's

prestige that it cannot be lost without irreparably damaging either.

Today's technology is making numbers more important thanAE;E?T

The technological issue for tactical air projection turns on a
similar conundrum. Will fewer, less costly platforms (missiles, or
Remote]y—Pi]oted Vehicles [RPVs] or lesser performance manned aircraft
with Precision.Guided Munitions [PGMs]) enable us to meet our future
projection needs, or will we still have to depend on large numbers of
expensive, high performance, manned aircraft? Technology is tending
to the former. Though microelectronics and the miniaturization of
immense computational memory power, the capaﬁi]ity to control aircraft
and weapons is greatly enhanced. This has permitted the development of
weapons with very high probabilities of direct hit (Precision Guided
Munitions [PGMs]). The more accurate the weapon, the fewer need to be
carried, the smaller and fewer the aircraft. If the aircraft can also
be remotely controlled with great accuracy, the more missions it can
accomplish without a pilot. Naturally there is a large middle ground
where it is difficult to determine the degree to which unmanned aircraft
will encroach on manned. Missions like armed RECCE will probably require
human intelligence in a cockpit for some time to come. And, technological
developments seldom have one-sided application. Enhanced computational
capability will increase air defense effectiveness making penetration
more difficult, ECM/ECCM a greater deierminant of success, and the cost
of both greater. It may be so difficult for a lesser performance air-
craft to penetrate air defenses,(that large numbers of higher performance
attack aircraft may be required for escort, ECM, defense suppression,
air superiority, etc. In such an event, however, we probably would be

forced to rely more heavily on technology, turning to less vulnerable

"and less costly attack systems, e.g. unmanned RPVs and cruise missiles,

rather than brute force.

7
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IV

Concept for the U.S. Navy

Taking into consideration the discernable politico-military trends
in the European and "other world" arenas and the implications of techno-
logy on surface ships and aircraft in the next decade, the following is
suggested as a concept fof the United States Navy through the end of
this century.

With primary emphasis on the defense of Europe, naval assets must
first be capable of sea contr01 in direct support of naval forces and
immediate resupply shipping. They must withstand the initial preemptive
onslaught and then quickly establish a level of sea control wherein they

can afford to provide support to forces ashore or protection of resupply

shipping within an acceptable level of risk to themselves. This will
require high performance carriers (CV's) and escorts to operate in a
high air threat environment; anti-submarine aircraft (VP/VS); and sub-
marines, SSN (DS), in direct support. As the war progresses, naval
forces must be able to continue direct support operations but also wear
down the enemy at sea through sustained attrition sea control opera-
tions. CVs,'some of lesser capability for operations in the open sea
lanes, escorts, VP/VS and SSN(DS) will also be required for both these
direct support and attrition operations, plus additional SSNs, SOSUS and
mines to establish and maintain attrition barriers. The high level of
demand for these assets and the losses which can reasonably be expected
in any all out war argue for large numbers.

Contrary to popular logic, extra-European demands on the U.S. Navy
are not lesser included cases of the European one, but instead may be

additive and of quite a different nature. Certainly sea control will be
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necessary if the navy is to be free to operate at all anywhere. The
assets required will be similar to those for a European conflict, but
with lesser emphasis on high performance carriers since the air threat

environment will not be as hostile. These "other world" requirements

may call for large numbers of ships if remote areas are to be covered

T ———

gjthout letting down our guard in Europe at the same time. Often the

use of a supercarrier in the other world would represent many magnitudes
of overkill and at the same time risk it unnecessarily to danger from
“the growing strength and ubiquity of coastal missile patrol boats.
Small, less capable carriers would convey the‘same power message to
other world nations, could be built in sufficient gquantity to cover
several trouble spots simultaneously, and when aggregated, could con-
tribute meaningfully to any European scenario. Beyond a basic sea

N

control requirement, it is more likely that projection forces will be

et

néeded in conflicts outside of Europe. In most other parts of the world

(éxcept for S. Korea) few in-place U.S. ground forces, no equipment
stockpiles, and relatively less indigenous military support available
calls for large numbers of insertion forces prepared to arrive on the
scene quickly. This means having sufficient forces for remote contin-
gency areas in advance of actual requirements. In short, these other
world needs place greater requirements for numbers and somewhat lesser
emphasis on high capability carriers.

The question then, given continually increasing ship costs, is how
to obtain the large number of ships needed. The only reasonable answer
seems to come from a very careful Took at the capabilities required in
the situations just described and the rejection of levels of ship

flexibility/capability which exceed those needs. The aircraft carrier,
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being the most flexible and consequently the most expensive system the
navy owns, is unquestionably the first object for scrutiny. Recent
debate has focused on whether to buy more CVNs or to shift to smaller
CVs (CVV). The principal threat to naval forces and their ability to
establish sea control today is from missiles Our sensors must reach
farther out to detect and our range of weapon response must be greater
and quicker; Aircraft are ideal, and in many cases unique, for both
purposes. Thus sea based air power is vital to sea control today and
growing more so. What choice is there then? At present budget levels,
roughly one CVN can be funded evéry other year or two CVV every year.
This would provide a force level increment in 10 years of 5 CVN or 20
CVV added to the 11-12 CV/CVN in the USN's programmed inventory through
2000.

There are several risks with the CVN alternative: (1) With PGM's,
etc., CV/CVN's may become so vulnerable that we might be reluctant to
commit them except in a big war. We might not want to run the risk of
losing them in minor actions and then not have them for a crucial war.
This was Great Britain's prudent inhibition in 1935 when considering
intervention in the Italian invasion of Ethiopia; (2) There might not be
adequate CVNs to cover either prolonged attrition operations in a large
scale European and "other world" tasks.

There are risks with the CVV program as well: (1) The CVV carries
fewer attack aircraft because of reduced demand in the sea control role;
and (2) the CVV can accommodate fewer sophisticated aircraft. The
reduced inventory of attack aircraft means that the CVV would be unable
to field sufficient projection power for sustained air combat such as we
conducted in Vietnam. One consequence of going to the CVV then would
be that the USN might turn over sustained projection operations to the

Air Force whose mobility has improved. The USN would thereby not need
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to prepare for the unacceptable material strain of 8 years sustained
combat operations such as in Vietnam, but instead could capitalize on
both the CV and CVV's unique potential for early arrival without the
need for prepared airfields. 1In the short run of course a large number
of CVV could always be aggregated to provide a greater quantity of power
projection. )

Another consequence of reduced sophistication would be the risk
that the CVV in the projection role could not field aircraft capable of
countering modern air defenses even in the Third World or, in the sea
control role of countering Soviet missile ships. For the immediate
future, these weaknesses are mitigated by the Service Life Extension
Program (SLEP) which will enable retention of 11-12 CV/CVN's through the
year 2000. If each CV/CVN were augmented by one or more CVV each CV/CVN
could embark more VA/VF, leaving the ASW function to the CVV - increasing
the CVN's attack capabi11ty! Further, until the success of VSTOL techno-
Togy is more evident, two catapults (not necessarily steam) and arresting
wires could be put on early CVV's.

The proposed aircraft carrier program, then would be to:

° Hold with 11-12 CV/CVN's and Air Wings.

° Rapidly move into the CVV with a trade off of at least 4:1 for

a CVN.

° Continue the accent on VSTOL/RPV technology.

° Hedge VSTOL/RPV bet with catapults/arresting gear on CVV.
Add to enemy reconnaissance problems and reduce construction
costs by proliferating common hull/propulsion for CVV, AD, AS,
A0, AE, AF and LX.

1
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An operational concept would provide for:

° CVV and CV's employed in presence role with CVN's as the quick

reaction "fire brigade".

° Employ combination of CV/CVN and VSS for direct support sea

~ control in areas of high air threat and for any projection of
tactical air power; elsewhere CVV would assume bulk of sea
control role.

Numbers is equally the issue with other surface ships for sea
control. Surface ship hull size is not costly, thus a common hull and
propulsion system (non-nuclear) should be used for surface combatants
like DD's, FF's and CG's. This would provide savings in the commonality
of design, production and training, plus the advantages of prolifera-
tion. Costs must be brought down if numbers are to go up. In FY-1977,
$6.2B in SCN is buying 15 1/6th new ships; over time this rate of
building will sustain a navy of only 330-380 ships, well less than
today's navy. It is doubtful that a navy of this size would be adequate
either for our attrition sea control requirements in Europe or our pre-
sence/reaction requirements in the "Other World."

SSN's are primarily an attrition weapon. Though direct support
(escort) is a newer function with great potential, destroyers (DD) with
towed arrays are less expensive than submarines and may prove to be as
effective in the direct support function. Until the comparative useful-
ness of SSN (DS) and DD (towed array) is sorted out, the SSN building
program should be slowed from the present 3-4 a year to 1 or none.

There would be no harm in this for at 1ea$t 3-4 years, because there is
such a backlog of submarines on order already that a hiatus in funding
would not impact on actual construction. In addition, we need time to
assess what impact the present severe personnel problems in the nuclear

submarine program will have on the submarine force level.

12
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The Amphibious Force will find its role primarily in "Other World"
requirements where their peacetime presence role could be useful and
where smaller scale assaults are most likely. When it becomes necessary
to replace amphibious ships, they should share a common hull with the
CVV.

Greater numbers of underway replenishment ships will be needed to
sustain "Other World" operations, especially as overseas bases decline
in number. Like amphibious ships, they should also share a common hull

with the CVV.

A navy with greater numbers of less sophisticated units combined
with extant forces, will permit increased flexibility in deployments, a
wider spread of assets, an improvement in response time to world events,
and better (i.e. more carefully orchestrated) use of specialized forces
1ike the Marines.

New employment possibilities include:

° Utilizing LPH's and LHA's as small CV's to create more deployed

carrier task forces to increase naval presence around the-

world. In most parts of the world, a CVN task force is

overkill.

LRSS T OADA S

° Increasing the flexibility of amphibious deployments by

reducing size of 6th and 7th Fleet deployments, and inter-

q}ppﬁéj spersing them with irregular/varied deployments with small
&*ppgl///, task forces to other parts of the world.

13
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° Changing CV balance: 7 in Atlantic (2 deployed), 5 in Pacific
(2 deployed) in order to concentrate limited assets where
biggest war is most likely and peacetime presence impact is

" most important.

° Homeport one Atlantic CV in U.K. for ready use in North
Atlantic and rapid surge incursions in Mediterranean.

° Average 2 CV's for NATO use, but pulse up to 4-5 with U.K.
homeported CV and Atlantic assets, and down to zero with LHA's
as temporary substitutes. ‘

The continued interest of the United States in the world around it
will increase rather than decrease the need for naval power. This need
cannot be met by a few very high qua1fty ships nor by trying to operate
with fewer ships but in much the same wavae have since World War II.
First, to cover the wide geographical range of national interests, there
is no substitute for adequate numbers of ships. Adequate numbers do not
now exist. Second, those ships must be used imaginatively. Repetition
dulls the senses. Stereotype deployments continually convey less and
less real meaning. Varied deployments can satisfactorily meet constant
national commitments and at the same time respond more sensitively to
changing world events. Only when these two requirements are met will

the United States Navy be ready to meet the uncertainties of tomorrow.

14
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In recent months there has been considerable debate in both the
Executive and Légis]ative branches on how best to spend the most generous
allowance of monies for shipbuilding which the Congress has appropriated
since World War II. The fact that there was so much debate has under-
scored the uncertainty in goverﬁment as to what the U.S. Navy will be
expected to do in coming decades. ¥This paper EIfoiy examines the major

. L o comenedt ¢17u/ mad— .
considerations in predicting the future xetq of the/navy, suggests'a
shipbuilding program which will ensure that the Navy's rgle can be

fulfilled.

Two factor} are predominant in determining those #asks which the
Navy may be call upon to perform and which it will
performing:

(1) The politico-military environment in ch the United States
and her allies must and

(2) the technolodical advances which infxorably alter the conduct

of warfare.

Politito-Miljfary Environment

The fi ch:ract--i;im.- e pobwdeo<military environpent, is
\q - ‘.';4 - W THTEY, "' "Re > Hnead R

stwdtegic nuclear balance. /& Jq'ontributio s to U.S. strategic nuclear

: _épﬂ"““"-
forces)r11 continue to demand the highest priority. Since the naval

strategic program is a part of a tri-service force, limited by inter-
national agreement, and customarily considered separately from other
naval shipbuilding programs, it will not be considered in detail in this

paper.
Approv r Releasée 11/23 : CIA-RDP80B0 003760470001=7




~ I PO R M sl = O a5 b e <l e AT SN

e e g g Rt T

Approved For Release 2005/11/23 : CIA-RDP80B01554R003700170001-7

The second political imperative is to maintain the traditional
close relationship between the United States and Western Europe.
Militarily, the defense of Western Europe must rank next among the

Untggd States' concerns. While most thinking on the Navy's role in

s

Eurdpe foresees a continued need for both naval projection of power
ashore and for sea control, it is popularly contended that sea control

would not be important in a NATO conflict because any war with the

Soviets in Europe would be short and therefore resupply unnecessary. We
must recall with concern that a short war was also predicted in both

1914 and 1939. Those contentions were wrong.  However, even in a short
war, some critical goods must start f]owing very early, particularly if
inadequate war supplies are stockpiled as is the case today in Europe.

In any major NATO conflict, sea control requirements would dominate

those of projection, also because neither naval tactical air nor amphi-
bious projection figure prominently in NATO's concept for the defense of
Europe. Unless it is perceived that the U.S. Navy continues to be capable
of waging an effective sea control campaign in a long war against growing

Soviet naval strength, our allies may understandably question the

credibility of our capability to support them. Even worse, the Soviet
Union might perceive the naval balance as being sufficiently in their

favor to permit them to risk testing us at sea.
, In sum, for support of NATO and Europe, the U.S. Navy must be

prepared :
(;)° To employ such projection assets as it has! but nol eces-~

sarily to program specifically for that purpossz]
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A th1rd demand of the po11t1ca] environment will be to safecﬂard

parts of the world e Europe. The

State's interests 1/«
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nations, the rapidly evolving

national politica] structure and growing economic aspirations often lack
adequate economic uNerpinnings. In such circumstances, the shift from
colonial control to na%onal independence can result in economic and
political commitments whidy in themselves constitute a new form of
dependence. Such dependence\pay seem antithetical to nationalist objec-
tives and can create regional tymoil. When the virtually unique
circumstances surrounding each emexging nation's quest for a place in
the sun is combined with the heightenhd potential for interference
debouched by OPEC wealth, the current voyye for terrorism, and the
activities of new regional pressure blocs iN the United Nations, being
ready to support our foreign interests militarNlyappears prudent. Such
interests include:

Ensuring access to raw materials,

Protecting special interests in Central and duth America,

Preventing regional power balance disturbances areas like

the Middle East and Asia from upsetting the global\palance of

power
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In recent wmentits there has been considerable debate in both the
Executive and Légis]ative branches on how best to spend the most generous
allowance of monies for shipbuilding which the Congress has appropriated

since World War II. The fact that there was so much debate has under-
scored the uncertainty in government as to what.tha-ﬂ.&..ﬂany.w&ll—be—
expected—to—do—imr-coming~decadas. This paper briefly examines the major

considerations in predicting the future role of the navy and suggests a
shipbuilding program which will ensure that the Navy's role can be
fulfilled.

Two factors are predominant in determining those tasks which the
Navy may be called upon to perform and which it will be capable of
performing:

(1) The politico-military environment in which the United States
and her allies must function, and

(2) the technological advances which fnexorab]y alter the conduct

of warfare.

IT

Politico-Military Environment

The first characteristic of the politico-military environment is
strategic nuclear balance. Naval contributions to U.S. strategic nuclear
forces will continue to demand the highest priority. Since the naval
strategic program is a part of a tri-service force, limited by inter-
national agreement, and customarily considered separately from other

naval shipbuilding programs, it will not be considered in detail in this

paper. '
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The second political imperative is to maintain the traditional
close relationship between the United States and Western Europe.
Militarily, the defense of Westerh‘Europé must rank next among the
United States' concerns. While most thinking on the Navy's role in
Europe foresees a continued need for both naval projection of power
ashore and for sea control, it is popularly contended that sea control
would not be important in a NATO conflict because any war with the
Soviets in Europe would be short and therefore resupply unnecessary. We
must recall with concern that a short war was also predicted in both
1914 and 1939. Those contentions were wrong.  However, even in a short
war, some critical goods must start flowing very early, particularly if
inadequate war supplies are stockpiled-as is the case today in Europe.
In any major NATO conflict, sea control requirements would dominate

those of projection, also because neither naval tactical air nor amphi-

bious projection figure prominently in NATO's concept for the defense of
Europe. Unless it is perceived that the U.S. Navy continues to be capable
of waging an effective sea control campaign in a long war against growing
Soviet naval strength, our allies may understandably question Ehe
credibility of our capability to support them. Even worse, the Soviet
Union might perceive the naval balance as being sufficiently in their
favor to permit them to risk testing us at sea.

In sum, for support of NATO and Europe, the U.S. Navy must be

prepared ' @,.,%W (?\

To emp]oyhsuch projection assets as it has, but not neces-

‘* sarily to program specifically for that purpose;
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° To conduct successful sea control operations by direct support
of naval forces and limited convoys in a short war;
To conduct successful sustained sea control operations in a
long war by means of both direct support of specific resupply
and reinforcement shipping and by progressive attrition opera-
‘ tions to wear down the overall enemy threat ovef time.

To foster the perception that we possess the capability to

4 achieve a requisite level of sea control over both the long
and short term.

A third demand of the political environment will be to safeguard
United State's interests in parts of the world outside Europe. The
probability that the United States will need to use military force in
support of foreign policy is increasing, particularly in the developing
nations. In many newly independent nations, the rapidly evolving
national political structure and growing economic aspirations often lack
adequate economic underpinnings. In such circumstances, the shift.from
colonial control to national independence can result in economic and
political commitments which in themselves constitute a new form of
dependence. Such dependence may seem antithetical to nationalist objec-
tives and can create regional turmoil. When the virtually unique
circumstances surrounding each emerging nation's quest for a place in

the sun is combined with the heightened potential for interference

debouched by OPEC wealth, the current vogue for terrorism, and the

activities of new regional pressure blocs in the United Nations, being

ready to support our foreign interests militari]ytppears prudent. Such

interests include:
° Ensuring access to raw materials,

o]

Protecting special interests in Central and South America,
° Preventing regional poWer balance disturbances in areas like
the Middle East and Asia from upsetting the global balance of
power.

3
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Supporting concerns for human rights, democracy, freedom of
seas, suppression of terrorism, etc.

° Protecting our economic activities on the high seas.

In addition, in considering the politico-military environment in
the non-European world, we can not overlook the evidence of Soviet
ambition to wield global influence. 1In fact the Soviet economic base is
inadequate to this aspiration, as is its diplomatic ompetence, e.g.,
Soviet setback in Egypt. However,[EEe Soviets are not going to be
denied a global military capabi]iﬁzlzhrough their expanding military

airlift capacity, merchant marine and naval fpréggil, It will be in our
interests to be prepared to manage this military component of Soviet
global policy. Not to do so, and it is much more within our capability
than theirs to wield global military power, would simply assist their
overcoming their economic and diplomatic weaknesses to our detriment.
Moreover, while our defense posture in Europe is of higher consequence
to us than that anywhere else, the probability of the Soviets initiating
military hostilities against NATO are low. Their estimate of our readi-
ness to respond elsewhere will be a major determinant of how aggres-
sively they act, with consequent danger of our being forced into an
unwanted confrontation.

To support its non-European interests, the United States must be
able to move power quickly to areas of concern. If both sUperpowers
become directly involved in the same political event, the first to
arrive on the scene with military force may preclude the other from
bringing force to bear lest there be a direct confrontation over an
issue that is less than vital to either. For instance, if the Lebanon crisis

of 1958 were re-enacted today, Whichever went ashore first, the
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U.S. or Soviet Marines, would Tikely be the only ones to go ashore.

Being there first means either possessing Targe numbers of units that
can be present in many b]aces simuitaneous]y, or having highly mobile
units that can respond rapidly. In either case, the navy has the special
potential for access, for remaining on-station and for projecting gradua-
ted power. That-power may be either the capability to exercise sea
control through a blockade or by breaking a blockade; or it may be the
ability to project power from the sea to the shore with tactical air
strikes, amphibious assault, gunfire or aerial. reconnaissance. In short,
for non-European applications of naval power, large numbers of ships for
both sea control and power projection are needed. How much of which

ship types will be needed is in large part a function of what technology

will permit in the decades ahead.
111

Technological Trends

The major technological issue in the sea control task is whether
the vulnerability of surface ships decreases by having large numbers of
smaller, less capable, less expensive ships or small numbers of larger,
very capable, expensive ships. Two fundamental facts 1ncliﬁe the
argument toward larger numbers of modestly capable ships. First, a
ship's ability to defend itself does not geﬁera]]y improve in proportion
to increasing size and cost. There are exceptions, of course, where a

specific capability which can be incorporated in a larger ship could
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not have been physically accommodated in a smaller one. However, many
technological trends are making this kind of limitation less likely
because greater miniaturization of equipment, particularly when combined
with greater individuaT:weaponlaccuracy, permits ships to be smaller,
1ighter; and cheaper. One exception is the technology of nuclear power.
The fact that nuclear power technology has not decreased in cost demands
that this highty desirable form of naval propulsion be carefully weighed
against the number of conventionally powered units which could be bought
with the same money.
Second, developments like * Precision Guided Munitions (PGMs),

nuclear-powered submarines, anti-ship missiles, and satellites tend to

N favor tgg sea denial role more than the sea control role. A sea control

Q: war of atfrition will entail losses for which only replacements will
restore the balance. If nuclear weapons are employed at sea, sea denial
forces would have an even greater advantage in their favor and the use
of tactica] nuclear weapons at sea is becoming more rather than less
probable. The increase in the probability that a single weapon will
ki1l because it is nuclear, or even precision-quided, tends to make a
"surgical" strike more easily possible. This, in turn, lowers the
threshold at which such a weapon will be used. The larger, the more
expensive, the more irreplaceable a ship is, the more it represents a
“must" target. If the enemy feels capable of eliminating a large seg-
ment of our military prestige and power individually, perﬁaps to make an
isolated foreign policy point, the more he is encouraged to do so by
crossing the nuclear threshold in a single, closely contained action --

perhaps at sea only. No single ship can be so important either as a
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fraction of a nation's military strength or as an object of that nation's
prestige that it cannot be lost without irreparably damaging either.
Today's technology is making numbers more important than ever.

The technological issue for tactical air projection turns on a
similar conundrum. Will fewer; less costly platforms (missiles, or
Remotely-Piloted Vehicles [RPVs] or lesser performance mannéd aircraft
with Precision.Guided Munitions [PGMs]) enable us to meet our future
projection needs, or will we still have to depend on large numbers of
expensive, high performance, manned aircraft? Technology is tending
to the former. Though microelectronics and the miniaturization of
immense computational memory power, the capaBi]ity to control aircraft
and weapons is greatly enhanced. This has permitted the development of
weapons with very high probabilities of direct hit (Precision Guided
Munitions [PGMs]). The more accurate the weapon, the fewer need to be
carried, the smaller and fewer the aircraft. If the airecraft can also
be remotely controlled with great accuracy, the more missions it can
accomplish without a pilot. Naturally there is a large middle ground
where it is difficult to determine the degree to which unmanned aircraft
will encroach on manned. Missions 1ike armed RECCE will probably require
human intelligence in a cockpit for some time to come. And, technological
developments seldom have one-sided application. Enhancéd computational
capability will increase air defense effectiveness making penetration

more difficult, ECM/ECCM a greater determinant of success, and the cost

tﬁ;ﬁof both greater. It may be so difficult for a lesser performance air-

craft to penetrate air defenses, that large numbers of higher performance
WOULD

it ; . ,U“Jy;ttack aircraft -may be required for escort, ECM, defense suppression,
’ M“;’ air superiority, etc. In such an event, however, we probably would be

forced to rely more heavily on technology, turning to less vulnerable

and less costly attack systems, e.g. unmanned RPVs and cruise missiles,

rather than brute force.
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Concept for the U.S. Navy

Taking into consideration the discernable politico-military trends
in the European and "other world" arenas and the implications of techno-

logy on sgrfage éhips and aircraft in the next decade, the following is

as -a-concept for the United States Navy through the end of

this century.ab

With primary emphasis on the defense of Europe, naval assets must
first be capable of sea control in direct support of naval forces and
immediate resupply shipping. They must withstand the initial preemptive
onslaught and then quickly establish a level of sea control wherein they
can afford to provide support to forces ashore or protection of resupply
shipping within an acceptable level of risk to themselves. This will
require high performance carriers (CV's) and escorts to operate in a
high air threat environment; anti-submarine aircraft (VP/VS); and sub-
marines, SSN (DS), in direct support. As the war progresses, naval
forces must be able to continue direct support operations but'a1so wear
down the enemy at sea through sustained attrition sea control opera-
tions. CVs, some of lesser capability for operations in the open sea
1anes,vescorts, VP/VS and SSN(DS) will also be required for both these
direct support and attrition operations, plus additional SSNs, SOSUS and
mines to establish and maintain attrition barriers,. The higﬁ level of
demand for these assets and themm
in any all out war argue for large numbers.

Contrary to popular logic, extra-European demands on the U.S. Navy

are not lesser included cases of the European one, but instead may be

additive and of quite a different nature. Certainly sea control will be
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necessary if the navy is to be free to operate at all anywhere. The
assets required will be similar to those for a European conflict, but

with lesser emphasis on high performance carriers since the air threat

environment will not be as hostile. These "other world" requirements

may call for large numbers of ships if remote areas are to be covered
without letting down our guard in Europe at the same time. Often the
use of a supercarrier in the other world would represent many magnitudes

of overkill and at the same time risk it unnecessarily to danger from

other world nations, could be built in sufficient quantity to cover
several trouble spots simultaneously, and when aggregated, could con-
tribute meaningfully to any European scenario. Beyond a basic sea
control requirement, it is more likely that projection forces will be
needed in conflicts outside of Europe. 1In most other parts of the world
(except for S. Korea) few in-place U.S. ground forces, no equipment
stockpiles, and relatively less indigenous military support available
calls for large numbers of insertion forces prepared to arrive on the
scene quickly. This means having sufficient forces for remote contin-
gency areas in advance of actual requirements. .In short, these other
world needs place greater requirements for numbers and somewhat lesser
emphasis on high capability carriers:

The question then, given continually increasing ship costs, is how
to obtain the large number of ships needed. The only reasonable answer
seems to come from a very careful look at the capabilities required in

the situations just described and the rejection of levels of ship

flexibility/capability which exceed those needs. The aircraft carrier,
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being the most flexible and consequently the most expensive system the

navy owns, is unquestionably the first object for scrutiny. Recent
debate has focused on whether to buy more CVNs or to shift to smaller
CVs (Eﬁﬁ). The principal threat to naval forces and their ability to
establish sea control today is from missiles, Our sensors must reach
farther out to detect and our range of weapon response must be greater
and quicker. Aircraft are ideal, and in many cases unique, for both
%%kf purposes. Thus sea based air power is vital to sea control today and

growing more so. What choice is there then? At present budget levels,

Lk - , yss

roughly one CVN can be funded every other year or two-G¥f—~every year.
V‘(nqé Eaﬂ“ﬁ
‘C' 71; This would provide a force level increment in 10 years of 5 CVYN or 20

4{13 Agfr'added to the 11-12 CV/CVN in the USN's programmed inventory through
| /65 ° evel?

o 2000.

There are several risks with the CVN alternative: (1) With PGM's,
etc., CV/CVN's may become so vulnerable that we might be reluctant to
commit them except in a big war. We might not want to run the risk of
losing them in minor actions and then not have them for a crucial war.
This was Great Britain's prudent inhibition in 1935 when considering
intervention in the Italian invasion of Ethiopia; (2) There might not be
adequate CVNs to cover either prolonged attrition operations in a large
scale European and "other world" tasks.

There are risks with the CVV program as well: (1) The CVV carries

fewer attack aircraft because of reduced demand in the sea control role;

and (2) the CVV can accommodate fewer sophisticated aircraft. The
reduced inventory of attack aircraft means that the CVV would be unable

to field sufficient projection power for sustained air combat such as we

conducted in Vietnmm.SBnE?consequence of going to the CVV then would

}* e that the USN mighgdturh over sustained projection operations to the

Air Force whose mobility has improved. The USN would thereby not need

MM 10
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to prepare for the unacceptable material strain of 8 years sustained
combat operations such as in Vietnam, but instead could caﬁita]ize on
both the CV and CVV's unique potential for early arrival without the
need for prepared airfields. 1In the short run of course a:large number
of CVV could always be aggregated to provide a greater quantity of power
projection. ' . '
Another consequence of reduced sophistication would be the risk
that the CVV in the projection role could not field aircraft capab]e'of
countering modern air defenses even in the Third World or, in the sea
control role of countering Soviet missile ships. For the immediate
future, these weaknesses are mitigated by the Service Life Extension
Program (SLEP) which will enable retention of 11-12 CV/CVN's through the
year 2000. If each CV/CVN were augmented by one or more CVV each CV/CVN
could embark more VA/VF, leaving the ASW function to the CVV - increasing
the CVN's attack capability. Further, until the success of VSTOL techno-
logy is more evident, two catapults (not necessari1y steam) and arresting
wires could be put on early CVV's.
The proposed aircraft carrier program, then would be to:
° Hold with 11-12 CV/CVN's and Air Wings. 2!
° Rapidly move into the CVV with a trade off of at least.4+%t for
a CVN.
Continue the accent on VSTOL/RPV technology.
Hedge VSTOL/RPV bet with catapults/arresting gear on CVV.
Add to enemy reconnaissance problems and reduce construction
costs by proliferating common hull/propulsion for CVV, AD, AS,
A0, AE, AF and((10) 7

LX @ Liﬁw put
s
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An operational concept would provide for:
° CVV and CV's employed in presence role with CVN's as the quick
/
reaction "fire brigade". :‘7? M% Z A

° Employ combination of CV/CVN and

for direct support sea

control in areas of high air threat and for any projection of

tactical air power; elsewhere/CVY .OEZ]? assume btlj/].l;;;scez‘/{a ‘?
control role. [T
Numbers is equally the issue with other surface ships for sea
control. Surface ship hull size is not costly, thus a common hull and
propulsion system {non-nuclear) should be used for surface combatants
like DD's, FF's and CG's. This would provide savings in the commonality
of design, production and training, plus the advantages of prolifera-
tion. Costs must be brought down if numbers are to go up. In FY-1977,
$6.2B in SCN is buying 15 J464k new ships; over time this rate of
building will sustain a navy of only 330-380 ships, well less than
today's navy. It is doubtful that a navy of this size would be adequate
either for our attrition sea control requirements in Europe or our pre-
sence/reaction requirements in the "Other World."
SSN's are primarily an attrition weapon. Though direct support

(escort) is a newer function with great potential, destroyers (DD) with

towed arrays are less expensive than submarines and may prove to be as

effective in the direct support function. Until the comparative useful-

ness of SSN (DS) and DD (towed array) is sorted out, the SSN building

program should be slowed from the present 3-4 a year to 1 or none.
There would be no harm in this for at least 3-4 years, because there is
such a backlog of submarines on order already that a hiatus in funding
would not impact on actual construction. In addition, we need time to
assess what impact the present severe personnel problems in the nuclear

submarine program will have on the submarine force level.

12
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The Amphibious Force will find its role primarily in "Other World"
requirements where their peacetime presence role could be useful and
where smaller scale assaults are most likely. When it becomes necessary
to replace amphibious ships, they should share a common hull with the
. (il Pk

Greater numbers of underway replenishment ships will be needed to
sustain "Other World" operations, especially as overseas bases decline
in number. Like amphibious ships, they should also share a common hull

with the CVV.

A navy with greater numbers of less sophisticated units combined
with extant forces, will permit increased flexibility in deployments, a
wider: spread of assets, an improvement in response time to world events,
and better (i.e. more carefully orchestrated) use of specialized forces
like the Marines.
| New employment possibilities include:
° Utilizing LPH's and LHA's as small CV's to create more deployed
carrier task forces to increase naval presence around the
world. In most parts of the world, a CVN task force is
overkill.
° Increasing the flexibility of amphibious deployments by
reducing size of 6th and 7th Fleet deployments, and inter-

spersing them with irregular/varied deployments with small

task forces to other parts of the world.

13
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Changing CV balance: 7 in Atlantﬁ?fzg deployed), 5 in Pacific
(2 deployed) in order to concentrate limited assets where
biggest war is most Tikely and peacetime presence impact is

" most important.

‘Homeport one Atlantic CV in U.K. for ready use in North
Atlantic and rapid surge incursions in Mediterranean.
Average 2 CV's for NATO use, but pulse up to 4-5 with U.K.
homeported CV and Atlantic assets, and down to zero with LHA's
as temporary substitutes. .

The continued interest of the United States in the world around it
will increase rather than decrease the need for naval power. This need
cannot be met by a few very high quality ships nor by trying to operate
with fewer ships but in much the same way we have since World War II.

First, to cover the wide geographical range of national interests, there

is no substitute for adequate numbers of ships. Adequate numbers do not

~_22Y“35133J/—§;E0nd, those ships must be used imaginatively. Repetition
s O S v

dulls the senses. Stereotype deployments continually convey less and

S ——
——— o r——

less real meaning. Varied deployments can satisfactorily meet constant

national commitments and at the same time respond more sensitively to
changing world events. Only when these two requirements are met will

the United States Navy be ready to meet the uncertainties of tomorrow.
,—\
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14 January 1977

Admiral Stansfield Turner, USN
Commander in Chief,

Allied Forces Southern Europe
Box 1, Fleet Post Office

New York, 09524

Dear Admiral,

Before I could comment in writing on your recent article
in Foreign Affairs I received your letter of 30 December with
a copy of Williamson Murray's speech. Many thanks for sending
it on for our consideration. I have read it with a great deal
of interest and I appreciate you thinking of the Review.

Your article is a solid contribution to understanding the
difficult and complex issues involved in comparing the U.S.
Navy with that of the Soviet Union. It is a welcome antidote
to the statements of those who play the numbers game.

In order to evaluate the naval balance between the Soviet
Union and the United States it is necessary to address two
separate but related questions. The first is what each nation
requires of its naval forces. You covered this point well.
The second is what I call the theory or concept of naval war-
fare. My comments are épecifically directed to this latter
question.

During my tenure here at the Naval War College I have
devoted a great deal of time and effort to the study of this
important, but, alas, neglected topic. The authorities can be
listed almost on the fingers of one hand : Mahan, Corbett,
Rosinski and to a lesser extent Castex and Richmond’. One
result of this intensive study has been my The Development of
Naval Thought: Essays by Herbert Rosinski, which will be pub-
lished by the NAval War College later this year. I am enclosing
a copy of my introduction, which will provide amplification of
what follows.
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The classic theory or concept of naval warfare has been
derived from a close examination of history and it was ex-
pounded at length, with varying degrees of clarity by Mahan
and Corbett. At root it rests on the proposition that war at
sea is clearly distinguished from war on land because the sea
is one, to use Corbett's phrase. Because the sea is one, a
naval force enjoys mobility and thus can move easily from one
point on the ocean to another. The only thing that can prevent
its. movement is a superior naval force. Hence Mahan's conclu-
sions about concentration, the battle line and so forth. This
aspect of the classic concept is so familiar that it has become
platitudinous, if not trite. Still, the implications are profound.

The objective of a superior naval force at sea is not to
control a specific area of.the sea ( as an army's objective is
to control specific real estate), but rather to control the
opponent. This is done either by destroying him in battle
(Quiberon Bay, the Nile, Tsushima) or by preventing him from
getting there in the first place ( close or distant blockade) .
This element of control is crucial and this concept was Rosinski's

wé@éontribution.

}W y ' 1/- All of this is a necessary prologue to show why I think
rﬂ/q'you slighted the concept or theory of naval warfare in section

VII of your article. Of course it is true that "if one can-

misses the point that because the sea is one and as a result
of mobility naval forces can be moved guickly and easily from
yoone portion of the sea to another, the primary object of naval
rp‘ N P §§trategy is to destroy or to neutralize the enemy forces, which

ig ‘ﬁ%// void meeting the enemy and thereby go on to carry out the
;$5>/ : mission, one has retained freedom to use the seas." But this
3

.ﬁ% lone can prevent or frustrate carrying out "the mission."
Jngfg%dya f one does not achieve this object of naval strategy - estab-
7 (34 ¥lishing control over an enemy - and instead proceeds to carry
@Pbx Hgfout "the mission" (whatever that may be), there is a great,

» danger of committing the ulterior object fallacy. On this
Q#w ¥ point Mahan very properly castigates the 18th century French

#ﬁﬁ e Navy. It is something that we should not forget, if we are.

X to avoid the same fate the French Navy experienced.

N;;/V
@f: Wy7 In this same section you say that "sea denial is essen-
S\ ' tially guerrilla warfare at sea." I see the point that you
¢ _are trying to make, but the analogy does not generally hold.
3 J@ I think it was General Andre Beaufre who pointed out that the
ﬁ& § chief characteristic of guerrilla warfare is that the guerrilla
J&& has limited resoupces, but an unlimited freedom of movement
; in the theater. e same does not necessarily hold for an

| . Wj
o

Ki e
&
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inferior naval force, unless of course one wishes to argue for
an expanded guerre de course as a form of sea denial. However,
I do not think you intended to go so far. The experience of
World War I in which the German High Seas Fleet seldom ventured
out of safe harbor does not bear out the guerrilla war analogy.

Corbett makes a very apt point when he discusses how
command of the sea can be challenged, or in modern terminology
how sea denial can be prosecuted. He bases his concept of the
"fleet in being" on sound historical experience in which inferior
naval forces refused contact with superior forces, but were
able to and did engage detached portions of superior forces
on roughly equal terms. So long as a "fleet in being" remains
afloat and active, it is a threat which the superior naval
force must consider in whatever it does. ( On this point Mahan
critcizes de Grasse for not engaging a detached portion of
the superior British fleet when he could, Subsequently de Grasse
came to grief when both portions of the British fleet joined up.
In the ensuing engagement the-Ville de Paris was sunk and de
Grasse himself was made a prisoner.)

In discussing the presence and sea control missions, a
fundamental distinction must be made clear: presence is a peace
time mission, in which shooting at our maritime enemy is strictly
forbidden. Sea control, however, is a strictly wartime mission
which can only be accomplished by shooting at him or by threat-
ening to do_so. The purpose of presence is to produce a desired
effect simply by having naval forces in a given place at a
specified time. The purpose of sea control is to control an
enemy either by destroying him or by preventing him from going !
to sea in order to produce to a given effect. 0pruu

o
I think it is fair to say that we as a profession have Fﬂﬂ
not paid enough attention to the experience of our forbears
and to the excellent work of a few, but really remarkable
writers. Luce was right: there is a "science of naval warfare"
in so far that there is a body of knowledge and a methodology
peculiar to this profession. Unfortunately, we have let people
from other professions usurp the intellectual ( as opposed to.
the purely technical) aspect of th#& naval profession. I am
sure you have heard me on this subject in the past, and I know
others around the War College have heard me sound off more
recently.

z

It is too bad the editors of Foreign Affairs decided.
to publish Michael Krepon's sophomoric article, which contained
not only bad history, but it was also poorly organized. (Had
he submitted it to the Review, I would have insisted on a

-3-
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thorough re-write.) His thesis that the Navy must decide
whether projection or sea control is its primary mission is
reasonable, but it got lost in his verbiage. It also shows
that he issimply not qualified to comment on this subject.
Alas, I fear his article is unfortunately typical of much that
is written by people who should know better, but do not.

In a more personal vein, I appreciate your comments
about the Review.It is always a pleasure to receive kind
words from our readers. Like every other job I have had in
the Navy, this one is fun. However, I learned informally
that the BUPERS computer will tell me soon that I must
retire this summer. With this forewarning, I am busily looking
around at whatever possibilities may exist. Wilma and I would
like nothing better than to stay in Newport and I would like
nothing better than to return to the Naval War College after
the obligatory six month hiatus. However, that will depend on
a number of factors, not the least of which will be Vice
Admiral LeBourgeois' decision when he returns in March. From
my experience I have observed that as a rule what the President
of the Naval War College wants, he gets. Happily the President
came through his operation Monday with flying colors.

It seems almost unbelievable that the Rutgers University
Press has finally committed itself to publish that collection
of essays and lectures from the Naval War College, which we
discussed in your office in 1973. The book will be entitled
War, Strategy and Maritime Power and they have promised me
it will be published this spring. I will believe it when I
see it. '

Wilma joins me in sending our very best wishes to you
and to Mrs. Turner.

Verz/;eepectfully,

o

"

/

B. M/ Simpson, III
Lieytenant Commander, U.S. Navy
Edijtor

Enclosure

Approved For Release 2005/11/23 : CIA-RDP80B01554R003700170001-7




Approved For Release 2005/1#23~8IA-RDP80B01554R003700170001-7

HEADQUARTERS
ALLIED FORCES SOUTHERN EUROPE

MEMO SLIP

rrom_Cte 7 Date ij« 77




STAT Approved For Release 2005/11/23 : CIA-RDP80B01554R003700170001-7

Next 11 Page(s) In Document Exempt

Approved For Release 2005/11/23 : CIA-RDP80B01554R003700170001-7



HEADQUARTERS
ALLIED FORCES . SOUTHERN EUROPE

MEMO SLIP

CAPT PETREE Date_ 18 Jan 77

ADM TURNER

I appreciated the opportunity to review your
""Blue-Print for the US Navy, 1976-2000." I found
the concept paper personally stimulating. Further
I was gratified personally, by finding (among the
many innovative ideas which you expressed) a few
ideas which are reflected in my personal thoughts
of the past few years.

In addition to marginal notes on the copy
provided, my review of the concept paper resulted
in the attached questions and criticisms.

Should your personal schedule permit, following

your study of the comments which your AFSOUTH Navy

officers have submitted, I recommend a panel dis-
ussion with you, for you to hear an expansion

(or defense) of our ideas, and for us to hear your

reaction to our comments.

AFSOUTH FORM 23 (June 538)
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1. POLITICAL IMPERATIVES. Although I concur that the second vital
interest of the United States is our relationship with Western Europe,
and that the requirements for control of sealines of communications
(SEALOC) between US and Europe should predominate those of the US Navy
for projection of maritime power ashore, I would tend to earmark the
remaining naval resources for shoring up our hemispheric alliance and

;77 improving the mutual maritime defense capabilities of North and South.

erica. Many of the hemispheric allies have close ties with Europe,

. which would become matters of concern for them if our SEALOC with Europe
were threatened. I believe that we have been missing a great opportunity
for combined training and readiness with these allies.

2. TECHNOLOGICAL 7RENJS,

a. In addition to the few-expensive-versus-many-less-expensive-ships
consideration will be that of how we are going to man our mix of fighting
ships. If this is not considered as we conceive a naval force structure
for the foreseeable future, we are:

(1) Excluding human engineering, training and manning from our force
structure planning (for which the Navy's leaders in Washington recently
have taken some gaff) and,

(2) We are overlooking plans for over fifty percent (OPN) of our naval
expenditures between now and the year 2000.

b. Assuming that the all-volunteer or another scheme can provide the
manpower to man whatever ships we decide to build, and that today's
technology can design ships and mission-functional systems either to be
man-intensive or machine-intensive, we must consider some of the things
with which our nuclear submarine force is wrestling, e.g., morale/pro-
fessionalism/retention/leadership and the ship that spends long periods
at sea and out of home port. The merchant marine is having increasing
problems keeping men at sea; as a result, they are designing multi-hundred
thousand-ton carriers to be manned and operated by two or three dozen men,
and are replacing them midway in the voyage. To summarize my question,

; do we design our ships for minimal manning with many centralized control

gand automatic features, as well as with numerous crew comfort and recreation
features? Or, do we simplify missionefunctional systems, machinery and
crew support facilities? These and other questions relating to seagoing
manpower must be answered as we design our Navy out to year 2000.

dL.

3. In page 6, second paragraph, line 11, sentence beginning with: '"The
larger, the more expensive....'", another criterien of a high value target
is its value to the objective of the force, which may not pertain to a
large and/or expensive ship.
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4. 1In page 7, para 2, line 21 (Sentence beginning with "It may be so
difficult. ") to end of paragraph, the clarity of thought is diffused
and the conc1u51on is not clear.

5. CONCEPT FOR THE US NAVY. In page 9, para 1, line 4 (sentence beginning
with: 'These "other world" requirements....,") I do not believe that US
public opinion will support the rat1ona1e that the Navy requires a large
number of shlps in order to

world; this is opposed to a more popular rationale that a large navy is
Tequired to support a war in Europe (requiring X-number ships) and a half-war
in Asia (requiring another specified number of ships). Until year 2000

I believe that the generation of S Viet Nam.vetexans will be very sensitive
to, and negative toward, involvements with US military forces anywhere but
in Europe, North and Central America and some clear-cut crisis in Asia

(such as the 1976 '"tree-trimming'" murders of US personnel in Korea).

6. In page 10, para 3, first CVV risk, I believe that &lause should end
with: "....reduced demand in the power projection role." As I understand
it, the CVV aircraft are assigned especially for a sea control role.

7. In page 11, para 3, second line, recommend that this line be changed
to read, "...hold with 11-12 CV/CVNs and Navy Air Wings, augmented or
replaced by Mgzlgg_ALx_ﬂlngs " The marines served in this role in Viet Nam

and likewise should be assigned in the foreseeable future.

8. In pages 13 and 14, as new employment possibilities, I strongly
support varying the amphibious and CV deployments. For 20 years we have
been locked into the fixed-force-level deployments to Asia and Europe;
and, during that period, we have paid dearly in O§M economies and
political-military flexibility by doggedly adhering to that policy. At
times we have been unable to '"pulse' and unable to show the flag, except
at great expense and disruption to ship readiness programs and personnel
stability. .

2
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COMMANDER IN CHIEF
ALLIED FORCES SOUTHERN EUROPE

NAVY EYES ONLY

13 JAN 1977

MEMORANDUM FOR: CAPTAIN DEHART
CAPT BIRD .
CAPT PETREE]
CDR PEASE

Subj: Blueprint for the USN, 1976 - 2000

1. . Request your comments on the attached draft, "Blueprint for the
USN, 1976 - 2000." I am primarily interested in your impressions
regarding the validity of my arquments, persuasiveness of the case as
presented, weak spots, factual/conceptual errors, and any ideas for
strengthening the paper.

2. Please furnish your comments no later than Wednesday, 19 January,
to Commander Thibault for coordination and consolidation.

ANSFIELD TURN
Admiral, U.S. Navy

Enclosure:
(1) Draft Paper, "Blueprint for the USN, 1976 - 2000" dtd 11 Jan 1977

NAVY EYES ONLY
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BLUEPRINT FOR THE USN '
© 01976 - 2000 1 el D

.t
H

In recent months there has been considerable debate in both the
Executive and Légis]ative branches on how best to spend the most generous
allowance of monies for shipbuilding which the Congress has appropriated
since World War II. The fact that there was so much debate has under-
scored the uncertainty in goverﬁment as to what the U.S. Navy will be
expected to do in coming decades. This paper briefly examines the_ major
considerations in predicting the future role of the navy and suggests a
shipbuilding program which will ensure that the Navy's role can be
fulfilled.

- Two factors are predominant in determining those tasks which the
Navy may be called upon to perform and which it will be capable of
performing:

(1) The politico-military environment in which the United States

and her allies must function, and
(2) the technological advances which inexorably alter the conduct

of warfare.
k | 11
R

Politico-Military Environment

The first characteristic of the politico-military environment is
strategic nuclear balance. Naval contributions to U.S. strategic nuclear
forces will continue to demand the highest priority. Since the naval
strategic program is a part of a tri-service force, limited by inter-
national agreement, and customarily considered separately from other
naval shipbuilding programs, it will not be considered in detail in this

paper. '
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The second political imperative is to maintain the traditional
close relationship between the United States and Western Europe.
Militarily, the defense of Western Europe must rank next among the

United States' concerns. While most thinking on the Navy's role in

‘Europe foresees a continued need for both naval projection of power

ashore and for sea control, it is popularly contended that sea control
would not be important in a NATO conflict because any war with the
Soviets in Europe would be short and therefore resupply unnecessary. We
must recall with concern that a short war was also predicted in both
1914 and 1939. Those contentions were wrong. However, even in a short
war, some critical goods must start flowing very early, particularly if
inadequate war supplies are stockpiled as is the case today in Europe.
In any major NATO conflict, sea control requirements would dominate
those of projection, also because neither naval tactical air nor amphi-
bious projection figure prominently in NATO's concept for the defense of
Europe. Unless it is perceived that the U.S. Navy continues to be capable
of waging an effective sea control campaign in a long war against growing
Soviet naval strength, our allies may understandably question Ehe
credibility of our capability to support them. Even worse, the Soviet
Union might perceive the naval balance as being sufficiently in their
favor to permit them to risk testing us at sea.
In sum, for support of NATO and Europe, the U.S. Navy must be
prepared
© To employ such projection assets as it has, but not neces-

sarily to program specifically for that purpose;
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To conduct successful sea control operations byadirect support
of naval forces and limited convoys in a shortlhar;

To conduct successful sustained sea control operations in a
long war by means of both direct support of specific resupply
and reinforcement shipping and by progressive attrition opera-
tions to wear down the overall enemy threat over time.

To foster the perception that we possess the capability to
achieve a requisite level of sea control over both the long
and short term.

A third demand of the political environment will be to safeguard
United State's interests in parts of the world outside Europe. The
probability that the United States will need to use military force in
support of foreign policy is increasing, particularly in the developing
nations. In many newly independent nations, the rapidly evolving
national political structure and growing economic aspirations often lack
adequate economic underpinnings. In such circumstances, the shift from
colonial control to national independence can result in economic and
political commitments which in themselves constitute a new form of
dependence. Such dependence may seem antithetical to nationalist objec-
tives and can create regional turmoil. When the virtually unique
circumstances surrounding each emerging nation's quest for a place in
the sun is combined with the'heightened‘potentia1 for interference
debouched by OPEC wealth, the current vogue for terrorism, and the
activities of new regional pressure blocs in the United Nations, being
ready to support our foreign interests militarilyappears prudent. Such
interests include:

o]

Ensuring access to raw materials,
° Protecting special interests in Central and South America,

° Preventing regional power balance disturbances in areas like
the Middle East and Asia from upsetting the global balance of

power.
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Supporting concerns for human rights, democracy, freedom of

seas, suppression of terrorism, etc.
© Protecting our economic activities on the high seas.

In addition, in considering the politico-military envirenment in
the non-European world, we can not overlook the evidence of Soviet
ambition to wield global influence. In fact the Soviet economic'base is
inadequate to this aspiration, as is its diplomatic ompetence, e.g.,
Soviet setback in Egypt. However, the Soviets are not going to be
denied a global military capability through their expanding military
airlift capacity, merchant marine and naval forces. It will be in our
interests to be prepared to manage this military component of Soviet
global policy. Not to do so, and it is much more within our capability
than theirs to wield global military power, would simply assist their
overcoming their economié and diplomatic weaknesses to our detriment.
Moreover, while our defense posture in Europe is of higher consequence
to us than that anywhere else, the probability of the Soviets initiating
military hostilities against NATO are low. Their estimate of our readi-
ness to respond elsewhere will be a major determinant of how aggres-
sively they act, with consequent danger of our being forced into an
unwanted confrontation.

To support its non-European interests, the United States must be

able to move power quickly to areas of concern. If both superpowers

become directly involved in the same political event, the first to

arrive on the scene with military force may'preclude the other from

bringing force to bear lest there bé a direct confrontation over an

issue that is less than vital to either. For instance, if the Lebanon crisis

of 1958 were re-enacted today, whichever went ashore first, the
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U.S. or Soviet Marines, would likely be the only ones to go ashore.

Being there first means either possessing large numbers of units that

can be present in many places simultaneously, or having highly mobile
units that can respond rapidly. In either case, the navy has the special
potential for access, for remaining on-station and for projecting gradua-
ted power. That-power may be either the capability to exercise sea
control through a blockade or by breaking a blockade; or it may be the
ability to project power from the sea to the shore with tactical air
strikes, amphibious assault, gunfire or aerial. reconnaissance. In short,
for non-European applications of naval power, large numbers of ships for
both sea control and power projection are needed. How much of which

ship types will be needed is in large part a function of what technology

will permit in the decades ahead.
111

Technological Trends

The major technological issue in the sea control task is whether
the vulnerability of surface ships decreases by having large numbers of
smaller, less capable, less expensive ships or small numbers of Tlarger,
very capable, expensive ships. Two fundamental facts incliﬁe the
argument toward larger numbers of modestly capable ships. First, a
ship's ability to defend itself does not generally improve in proportion
to increasing size and cost. There are exceptions, of course, where a

specific capability which can be incorporated in a larger ship could
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not have been physically accommodated in a smaller one. However, many
technological trends are making this kind of limitation less likely
because greater miniaturization of equipment, particularly when combined
with greater individual weapon accuracy, permits ships to be smaller,
1ighter; and cheaper. One exception is the technology of nuclear power.
The fact that nuclear power technology has not decreased in cost demands
that this highty desirable form of naval propulsion be carefully weighed
against the number of conventionally powered units which could be bought
with the same money.

Second, developments like  Precision Guided Munitions (PGMs),
nuclear-powered submarines, anti-ship missiles, and satellites tend to
favor the sea denial role more than the sea control role. A sea control
war of atfrition will entail losses for which only replacements will
restore the balance. If nuclear weapons are employed at sea, sea denial

forces would have an even greater advantage in their favor and the use

of tactical nuclear weapons at sea is becoming more rather than less

probable. The increase in the probabi]ity that a single weapon will
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“surgical strike more easily possible. This, in turn, lowers the
‘,é threshold at which such a weapon will be used. The larger, the more 2?

expensive, the more irreplaceable a ship is, the more it represents a y

I GRS

e et

"must" target. If the enemy feels capable of eliminating a large seg-
ment of our military prestige and power individually, perﬁaps to make an
isolated foreign policy point, the more he is encouraged to do so by
crossing the nuclear threshold in a single, closely contained action --

perhaps at sea only. No single ship can be so important either as a
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fraction of a nation's military strength or as an object of that nation's
prestige that it cannot be lost without irreparably damaging either.
Today's technology is making numbers more important than ever.
The technological issue for tactical air projection turns on a

~ similar conundrum. Will fewer, less costly platforms (missiles, or
Remotely-Piloted Vehicles [RPVs] or lesser performance manned aircraft
with Precision Guided Munitions [PGMs]) enable us to meet our future
projection needs, or will we still have to depend on large numbers of
expensive, high performance, manned aircraft? Technology is tending
to the former. Though microelectronics and the miniaturization of
immense computational memory power, the capasility to control aircraft
and weapons is greatly enhanced. This has permitted the development of
weapons with very high probabilities of direct hit (Precision Guided
Munitions [PGMs]). The more accurate the weapon, the fewer need to be
carried, the smaller and fewer the aircraft. If the aircraft can also
be remotely controlled with great accuracy, the more missions it can
accomplish without a pilot. Naturally there is a large middle ground
where it is difficult to determine the degree to which unmanned aircraft
will encroach on manned. Miﬁéions l1ike armed RECCE will probably require
human intelligence in a cockpit for some time to come. And, technological
developments seldom have one-sided application. Enhanced computational
capability will increase air defense effectiveness making penetration
more difficult, ECM/ECCM a greater determinant of success, and the cost

of both greater. It may be so difficult for a lesser performance air-

craft to penetrate air defenses, that larde numbers of higher performancé
attack aircraft may be required for escort, ECM, defense suppression,
air superiority, etc. In such an event, however, we probably would be

forced to rely more heavily on technology, turning to less vulnerable

and less costly attack systems, e.g. unmanned RPVs and cruise missi\es,'

rather than brute force.
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Concept for the U.S. Navy

Taking into consideration the discernable politico-military trends
in the European and "other world" arenas and the implications of techno-
Togy on surface ships and aircraft in the next decade, the following is
suggested as a'concept for the United States Navy through the end of
this century. '

With primary emphasis on the defense of Europe, naval assets must
first be capable of sea control in direct support of naval forces and
immediate resupply shipping. They must withstand the initial preemptive
onslaught and then quickly establish a Tevel of sea control'wherefn they
can afford to provide support to forces ashore or protection of resupply
shipping within an acceptable level of risk to themselves. This will
require high performance carriers (CV's) and escorts to operate in a
high air threat environment; anti-submarine aircraft (VP/VS); and sub-
marines, SSN (DS), in direct support. As the war progresses, naval
forces must be able to continue direct support operations but also wear
down the enemy at sea through sustained attrition sea control opera-
tions. CVs, some of lesser capability for operations in the open sea
lanes, escorts, VP/VS and SSN(DS) will also be required for both these
direct support and attrition operations, plus additional SSNs, SOSUS and
mines to establish and maintain attrition barriers. The high level of
demand for these assets and the losses which can reasonably be expected
in any all out war argue for large numbers.

Contrary to popular logic, extra-European demands on the U.S. Navy
are not lesser included cases of the European one, but instead may be

-additive and of quite a different nature. Certainly sea control will be
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 environment will not be as hostile. These "other world" requirements

fi1
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necessary if the navy is to be free to operate at all anywhere. The
assets required will be similar to those for a European conflict, but
with lesser emphasis on high performance carriers since the air threat
may call foer large numbers of ships if remote areas are to be covered _?
without 1etting_down our guard in Europe at the same time. Often the
use of a supercarrier in the other world would represent many magnitudes
of overkill and at the same time risk it unnecessarily to danger from
the growing strength and ubiquity of coastal missile patrol boats.
Small, less capable carriers would convey the‘same power message to
other world nations, could be built in sufficient quantity to cover
several trouble spots simultaneously, and when aggregated, could con-
tribute meaningfully to any European scenario. Beyond a basic sea
control requirement, it is more 1ikely that projection forces will be
needed in conflicts outside of Europe. In most other parts of the world
(except for S. Korea)'few in-place U.S. ground forces, no equipment
stockpiles, and relatively less indigenous military support available
calls for large numbers of insertion forces prepared to arrive on the
scene quickly. This means having sufficient forces for remote contin-
gency areas in advance of actual requirements. In short, these other
world needs place greater requirements for numbers and somewhat lesser
emphasis on high capability carriers.

The question then, given continually increasing ship costs, is how
to obtain the large number of ships needed. The only reasonable answer

seems to come from a very careful Jook at the capabilities required in

the situations just described and the rejection of levels of ship

flexibility/capability which exceed those needs. The aircraft carrier,

Approved For Release 2005/11/23 : CIA-RDP80B01554R003700170001-7




f

Approved For Release 2005/11/23 : CIA-RDP80B01554R003700170001-7

being the most flexible and consequently the most expensive system the
navy owns, is unquestionably the first object for scrutiny. Recent
debate has focused on whether to buy more CVNs or to shift to smaller
CVs (CVV). The principal threat to naval forces and their ability to
establish sea control today is from missiles Our sensers must reach
farther out to detect and our range of weapon response must be greater
and quicker. Aircraft are ideal, and in many cases unique, for both
purposes. Thus sea based air power is vital to sea control today and
growing more so. What choice is there then? At present budget levels,
roughly one CVN can be funded evéry other year or two CVV every year.
This would provide a force Tevel increment in 10 years of 5 CVN or 20
CVV added to the 11-12 CV/CVN in the USN's programmed inventory through
2000. : -

There are several risks with the CUN alternative: (1) With PGM'S,I .
etc., CV/CVN's may become so vulnerable that we might be reluctant to
commit them except in a big war. We might not want to run the risk of
losing them in minor actions and then not have them for a crucial war.
This was Great Britain's prudent inhibition in 1935 when considering
intervention in the Italian invasion of Ethiopia; (2) There might not be
adequate CVNs to cover either prolonged attrition operations in a large
scale European and "other world" tasks.

There are risks with the CVV program as well: (1) The CVV carries

fewer attack aircraft because of reduced demand in the sea control role; .
\/\/\M/\NM/\"’

and (2) the CVV can accommodate fewer sophisticated aircraft. The

reduced inventory of attack aircraft means that the CVV would be unable

to field sufficient projection power for sustained air combat such as we

conducted in Vietnam. One consequence of going to the CVV then would

be that the USN might turn over sustained projection operations to the

Air Force whose mobility has improved. The USN would thereby not need

10
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to prepare for the unacceptable material strain of 8 years sustained
combat operations such as in Vietnam, but instead could capitalize on
both the CV and CVV's unique potential for early arrival without the
need for prepared airfields. In the short run of course a large number
of CVV could always be aggregated to provide a greater quantity of power
projection. .
Another consequence of reduced sophistication would bé the risk
that the CVV in the projection role could not field aircraft capable of
countering modern air defenses even in the Third World or, in the sea
control role of countering Soviet missile ships. For the immediate
future, these weaknesses are mitigated by the Service Life Extension
Program (SLEP) which will enable retention of 11-12 CV/CVN's through the
year 2000. If each CV/CVN were augmented by one or more CVV each CV/CVN
could embark more VA/VF, leaving the ASW function to the CVV - increasing
the CVN's attack capability. Further, until the success of VSTOL techno-
logy is more evident, two catapults (not necessarily steam) and arresting
wires could be put on early CVV's. Fh’{
The proposed aircraft carrier program, then would be to: Pﬂﬂvplb
° Hold with 11-12 CV/CVN's and Air Wings. ' :
© Rapidly move into the CVV with a trade off of at least 4:1 for
a CVN.
Continue the accent on VSTOL/RPV technology.
Hedge VSTOL/RPV bet with catapults/arresting gear on CVV.

Add to enemy reconnaissance problems and reduce construction
costs by proliferating common hull/propulsion for CVV, AD, AS,
A0, AE, AF and LX.
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An operational concept would provide for:

° CVV and CV's employed in presence role with CVN's as the quick
reaction "fire brigade".
Employ combination of CV/CVN and VSS for direct support sea
control in areas of high air threat and for any projection of
tactical air power; elsewhere CVV would assume bulk of sea
control role.

Numbers is equally the issue with other surface ships for sea
control. Surface ship hull size is not costly, thus a common hull and
propulsion system (non-nuclear) should be used for surface combatants
like DD's, FF's and CG's. This would provide savings in the commonality
of design, production and training, plus the advantages of prolifera-
tion. Costs must be brought down if numbers are to go up. In FY-1977,
$6.2B in SCN is buying 15 1/6th new ships; over time this rate of
building will sustain a navy of only 330-380 ships, well less than
today's navy. It is doubtful that a navy of this size would be adequate
either for our attrition sea control reguirements in Europe or our pre-
sence/reaction requirements in the "Other World."

SSN's are primarily an attrition weapon. Though direct support
(escort) is a newer function with great potentia],-destroyers (DD) with
towed arrays are less expensive than submarines and may prove to be as
effective in the direct support function. Until the comparative useful-
ness of SSN (DS) and DD (towed array) is sorted out, the SSN building
program should be slowed from the present 3-4 a year to 1 or none.

There would be no harm in this for at least 3-4 years, because there is
such a backlog of submarines on order already that a hiatus in funding
would not impact on actual construction. In addition, we need time to
assess what impact the present severe personnel problems in the nuclear

submarine program will have on the submarine force level.

12
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The Amphibious Force will find its role primarily in "Other World"
requirements where their peacetime presence role could be useful and
where smaller scale assaults are most likely. When it becomes necessahyo,»‘fl ’
to replace amphibious ships, they.should share a common hull with the F,»”;JJ
CVV. " Ju'W'? ;,,:'“
Greater nquers of}ynderway replenishment ships will be needed to Fﬁ:,l
sustain "Other World" operations, especially as overseas bases decline
in number. Like amphibious ships, they should also share a common hull

with the CVV.

A navy with greater numbers of less sophisticated units combined
with extant forces, will permit increased flexibility ih-deb]oyments, a
wider spread of assets, an improvement in response time to world events,
and better (i.e. more carefully orchestrafed) use of sbecia]ized forces
like the Marines.
New employment possibilities include:
° Utilizing LPH's and LHA's as small CV's to create more deployed
carrier task forces to increase naval presence around the
world. In most parts of the world, a CVN task force is
overkill. : i
° Increasing the flexibility of amphibious deployments by . ‘uﬁ' .
reducing size of 6th and 7th Fleet deployments, and inter- Clr‘
spersing them with irregular/varied deployments with small

task forces to other parts of the world.

13
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Changing CV balance: 7 in Atlantic (2 deployed), 5 in Pacific
(2 deployed) in order to concentrate limited assets where v‘l
biggest war is most 1ikely and peacetime presence impact is .‘/}' ﬂ

" most important. M ,‘J’:
Homeport one Atlantic CV in U.K. for ready use in North hﬂvy

\
Atlantic and rapid surge incursions in Mediterranean. l’,ﬂf" v’qr”.
Average 2 CV's for NATO use, but pulse up to 4-5 with U.K.‘f\

homeported CV and Atlantic assets, and down to zero with LHA's Cpﬁuvﬁ‘
as temporary substitutes. .

The continued interest of the United States in the world around it
will increase rather than decrease the need for naval power. This need
cannot be met by a few very high qua1ity ships nor by trying to operate
with fewer ships but in much the same way we have since World War II.
First, to cover the wide geographical range of national interests, there
is no substitute for adequate numbers of ships. Adequate numbers do not
now exist. Second, those ships must be used imaginatively. Repetition
dulls the senses. Stereotype deployments continually convey less and
less real meaning. Varied deployments can satisfactorily meet constant

national commitments and at the same time respond more sensitively to

changing world events. Only when these two requirements are met will

the United States Navy be ready to meet the uncertainties of tomorrow.
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COMMANDER IN CHIEF
ALLIED FORCES SOUTHERN EUROPE

NAVY EYES ONLY

13 JAN 1977
MEMORANDUM FOR: CAPTAIN DEHART
CAPT BIRD ¥
CAPT PETREE

CDR PEASE |~
Subj:  Blueprint for the USN, 1976 - 2000

1. Request your comments on the attached draft, "Blueprint for the
USN, 1976 - 2000." I am primarily interested in your impressions
regarding the validity of my arguments, persuasiveness of the case as
presented, weak spots, factua]/conceptua1 errors, and any ideas for
strengthening the paper.

2. Please furnish your comments no later than Wednesday, 19 January,
to Commander Thibault for coordination and consolidation.

<‘E ; ANSFIELD TURNER

Admiral, U.S. Navy

Enclosure:
(1) Draft Paper, "Blueprint for the USN, 1976 - 2000" dtd 11 Jan 1977

NAVY EYES ONLY
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1. Request your comments on the attached draft, "Blueprint for the
USN, 1976 - 2000." I am primarily interested in your impressions
regarding the validity of my arguments, persuasiveness of the case as
presented, weak spots, factual/conceptual errors, and any ideas for
strengthening the paper.

2. Please furnish your comments no later than Wednesday, 19 January,
to Commander Thibault for coordination and consolidation.

::?ziL,S:%NSEIELD TURNER

Admiral, U.S. Navy

Enclosure:
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